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Abstract

The main purpose of this study was to propose an objective basis model for determining business types through
renovation and remodeling by quantifying and comprehensively reviewing functional, performance, structural
safety, and economic indicators for rational renovation and remodeling of deteriorated school facilities.
Delphi analysis and AHP analysis were applied as the main methodologies for setting evaluation indicators,
and scores for each evaluation item was allocated based on 34 points in the function and performance fields,
51 points in the structural safety field, and 15 points in the economic field.

In the future, judgment on the execution of objective and reasonable reconstruction can be expected, focusing
on the evaluation indicator index model, and it is necessary to determine the business type for each target
school teacher building through a multi-faceted review of the current status of the target school.
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Figure 1. Evaluation index development process
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Figure 2. Delphi 1st survey

Figure 3. Delphi 2nd survey



1) 1% dato] 24}

A AYATLE g0 w2 7} Hopbd Bkg
5o AR AE RS 95 ARS ANstgon],
are 20224 79 79%H 79 114K 592 3
Botdch. WANRY WO 7% D A, TR
Agoz TESGoH, 7 Hobd BrhYE U 24l

Avke et 2o
(1) 7% 2 454 2ol
7% 9 A5ARok dto] 13} 24 AT AAST
o] s19] 25%9} 49l 25%E A9l 5.0 oz
2d HE-AR F2UT 2 AT, 9 07

FE,OSRA R, W] k5, el

Figure 4. Delphi 1st results in functional and performance
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Figure 5. Delphi 1st results in structural safety
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Figure 6. Delphi 2nd results in functional and performance
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Figure 7. Delphi 1st results in structural safety
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Table 6. Final retention and additional items
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Table 7. Final consolidation and deletion items
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Table 8. Functional and performance field assessment items
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Table 9. Evaluation items in the field of structural safety
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Table 10. Evaluation item large classification statistical

analysis results
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Table 15. Structural safety evaluation items distribution
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Figure 9. Calculation of discount rate using inflation rate and
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interest rate
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Table 16. Evaluation item allocation table in economic field
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